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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

This Office Action has been issued in response to the amendment filed on May 
29, 2007. Claims 1-16 are pending. Applicant's arguments have been carefully and 
respectfully considered. 



Specification 

The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the title of the invention 
should not be in the invention's page. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

For the following 35 U.S.C 101 rejections refer to MPEP 2106.1 an 

« 

excerpt of which is presented here: 
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I FUNCTIONAL DESCRIPTIVE MATERIAL: "DATA STRUCTURES " 
REPRESENTING DESCRIPTIVE MATERIAL PERSE OR COMPUTER 
PROGRAMS REPRESENTING COMPUTER LISTINGS PER SE 

Data strucuires iiot claimed as embodied in con^uter-readable media are descriptive 
material per se and are not statutory because they are not capable of causing fimctional 
change in tlite computer. See, e.g., Warmerdam, 33 F3d at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760 
(claim 10 a data stnictiire per se lield nonstatutory). Such claimed data structures do not 
define any stiiKtural and fiinctional iiiterrelationsh;)s between the data structure and other 
claimed aspects of the invention which permit the data snricturd' s Bmctionalit)' to be 
realized. In contrast, a claimed con^uter-readable medium encoded with a data structui-e 
defines stnicaaral and fiiiKtional intenrelationships benveen the data structure and the 
computer software and hardware couiponents which penuit the data structure's 
functionality to be realized, and is thus statutory. 

Sinubrly, computer prognuns claimed as conq)uter listings per se, ie., the descriptions or 
expressions of the programs, are not physical 'Ihings." They are neither computer 
components nor statutory processes, as they are not "acts" being performed. Such 
claimed computer programs do not define any stiiicturat aixl fimctional interrelationships 
bet%veen tl^ computer program and other claimed elements ofa computer which pennit 
ilie computer progi*am*s fijnctionality to be realized. In contrast, a claimed computer- 
readable medium encoded with a coitipider program is a computer element wliich defines 
sniictural imd fiuK'tional inteirelationsliips between tlie computer program and tl)e rest of 
the computer which pennit the computer program's functionality to be realized, and is 
thus statiuoo'. SeeioM'V V-, 32 F.3d at 1583-84, 32 USPQ2d at 1035. Accordingly, it is 
important to distinguish claims that define descr^tive material per se &om claitns tliat 
define statuioiy inventions. 

Claims 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. The instant claims are read as software per se 
because the system claims are missing functional hardware components for executing 
the claim's limitations. Software per-se is non-descriptive material therefore it doesn't 
fall into one of the statutory categories for patentability. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the Invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 
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Claims 1-3, 5, 9, 12 and 13 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 

by Taylor (US PG Pub 2002/0052882). 

With respect to independent claim 1 , Taylor teaches: 

A method of evaluating contacts stored in a data source, the method 

comprising: 

Allowing a user to define a data format; (Paragraph [0040], discloses that a 
user defines a group based on a specific attribute (data format)) 

Allowing a user to define a plurality of rules that operate on data formatted 
according to the data format, (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the user will define 
rules that will be used to organize and manipulate data) wherein the rules are 
intended to assess a quality of data; (Paragraph [0046] Lines 23-24, discloses that 
the data sets derived from the rules defined by the user will be used to derive statistical 
measures of data quality) 

Mapping data identifying a plurality of contacts from the data source to the 
data format; and (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the data will be mapped to a 
specific attribute to be used in the execution of the user defined rules) 

Executing the plurality of rules on the mapped data to produce a set of 
analyzed data that allows evaluation of potential contacts according to an 
assessed quality of the data. (Paragraph [0046] Lines 23-33, discloses that the data 
sets derived by the user defined rules will be used to analyze data quality of the data) 



With respect to claim 2, Taylor teaches: 
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The data source is either a database or a spreadsheet file. (Paragraph 
[0017], discloses that the data will be stored in a database that can be a relational 
database or a flat file) 

With respect to claim 5, Taylor teaches: 

The plurality of rules that can be defined by a user include spatial rules, 
age/lineage rules, pattern-based rules, electronic validation rules and numeric 
operator-based rules. (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the user defined rules will 
break the data into groups based on common attributes, this is clearly a pattern based 
rules) 

With respect to independent claim 9, Taylor teaches: 
A method of evaluating sales leads stored in a data source, the method 
comprising: 

Allowing a user to define a data format; (Paragraph [0040], discloses that a 
user defines a group based on a specific attribute (data format)) 

Allowing a user to define a plurality of rules that operate on data formatted 
according to the data format, (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the user will define 
rules that will be used to organize and manipulate data) wherein the rules are 
intended to assess a quality of data (Paragraph [0046] Lines 23-24, discloses that 
the data sets derived from the rules defined by the user will be used to derive statistical 
measures of data quality) and include spatial rules, pattern-based rules and 
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electronic validation rules; (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the user defined rules 
will break the data into groups based on common attributes, this is clearly a pattern 
based rules) the data source is either a database or spreadsheet file; (Paragraph 
[0017], discloses that the data will be stored in a database that can be a relational 
database or a flat file) 

Mapping data identifying a plurality of sales leads from the data source to 
the data format; and (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the data will be mapped to a 
specific attribute to be used in the execution of the user defined rules) 

Executing the plurality of rules on the data to score the data and produce a 
set of analyzed data usable to assess the quality of data in the data source. 
(Paragraph [0046] Lines 23-33, discloses that the data sets derived by the user defined 
rules will be used to analyze data quality of the data) 

With respect to claim 12, Taylor teaches: 

The plurality of rules that can be defined by a user further comprise 
age/lineage rules and numeric operator-based rules. (Paragraph [0040], discloses 
that one of the user defined rules may be comparing certain attributes for each data 
element, this combination could be performed in numbers therefore is numeric) 

With respect to independent claim 13, Taylor teaches: 
A system for evaluating contacts stored in data source, the system 
comprising: 
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A user interface component configured to allow one or more users to 
define a data format; (Paragraph [0040], discloses that a user defines a group based 
on a specific attribute (data format)) define a plurality of rules that operate on, and 
are intended to assess a quality of, (Paragraph [0046] Lines 23-24, discloses that the 
data sets derived from the rules defined by the user will be used to derive statistical 
measures of data quality) data formatted according to the data format; (Paragraph 
[0040], discloses that the user will define rules that will be used to organize and 
manipulate data) 

Map data identifying a plurality of contacts from the data source to the data 
format; and (Paragraph [0040], discloses that the data will be mapped to a specific 
attribute to be used in the execution of the user defined rules) 

A rules engine component configured to execute the plurality of rules on 
the mapped data to produce a set of analyzed data that allows evaluation of 
potential contacts according to an assessed quality of the data. (Paragraph [0046] 
Lines 23-33, discloses that the data sets derived by the user defined rules will be used 
to analyze data quality of the data) 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US PG Pub 2002/0052882) in view of Mary Jo Nott (New Product News, Published 
May 21'*, 2002) 

With respect to claim 3: 

Taylor does not appear to explicitly disclose that the data source is a 
heterogeneous data source. 

Nott teaches that the data source is a heterogeneous data source. 

(Paragraph [001], discloses that Cognos allows corporate decisions to be based on data 
from SAP and non SAP data sources, therefore the collected that comes from 
heterogeneous data sources, this helps in the collection of data from different 
databases in an enterprise and allows flawless communication between the 
heterogeneous database and the 360 degree view of business operations) 

It would be obvious for someone with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement that the data 
source is a heterogeneous data source because this helps in the collection of data 
from different databases in an enterprise and allows flawless communication between 
the heterogeneous database and the 360 degree view of business operations. 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US PG Pub 2002/0052882) in view of Anand et al (US Patent 5.721,903). 
With respect to claim 4: 
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Taylor doesn't appear to disclose that the data source comprises a plurality of 
sales leads. 

Anand teaches that the data source comprises a plurality of sales leads. 

(Column 1 Lines 40-46, discloses that the data to be processed for the creation of the 
reports is business related) 

It would have been obvious for one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement that the data 
source comprises a plurality of sales leads because this would allow for a user of 
the system to asses the quality of specific data based on the quality ranking generated 
by the user defined rules) 

Claims 6, 7, 10, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Taylor (US PG Pub 2002/0052882) in view of Fagin et al (US Patent 
6,014,664). 

With respect to claim 6: 

Taylor doesn't appear to explicitly disclose the step of executing the plurality 
of rules comprises scoring the mapped data. 

Fagin teaches the step of executing the plurality of rules comprises scoring 
the mapped data. (Column 1 Lines 8-11, discloses that rules that will have scores 
assigned to them so that data can be assigned scores) . 

It would be obvious for someone with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement the step of 
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executing the plurality of rules comprises scoring the mapped data because this 
would help in the fact that then the user could have an idea of which results are more 
important, 

* 

With respect to claim 7: 

Taylor doesn't appear to explicitly disclose that after executing the plurality of 
rules, allowing a user to rank data from the set of analyzed data according to its 
score. 

Fagin teaches that after executing the plurality of rules, allowing a user to 
rank data from the set of analyzed data according to its score. (Column 8 Lines 54- 
47, discloses that the user will create the scoring for each rule therefore the user is the 
one responsible for the ranking of the data) 

With respect to claim 1 0: 

Taylor doesn't appear to explicitly disclose that executing the plurality of rules 
comprises scoring the mapped data. 

Fagin teaches that executing the plurality of rules comprises scoring the 
mapped data. (Column 1 Lines 8-1 1 , discloses that rules that will have scores assigned 
to them so that data can be assigned scores) 

It would be obvious for someone with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement executing the 
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plurality of rules comprises scoring the mapped data because this would help in the 
fact that then the user could have an idea of which results are more important. 

With respect to claim 14: 

Taylor doesn't appear to explicitly disclose that the user interface component 
allows users to associate a score with each defined rule and wherein the rules 
engine component scores the mapped data during execution of the plurality of 
rules. 

Fagin teaches that the user interface component allows users to associate a 
score with each defined rule and wherein the rules engine component scores the 
mapped data during execution of the plurality of rules. (Column 1 Lines 8-11, 
discloses that rules that will have scores assigned to them so that data can be assigned 
scores) 

With respect to claim 15: 

Taylor doesn't appear to explicitly disclose that the user interface is further 
configured to allow a user to rank data from the set of analyzed data according to 
its score after the rules engine executes the plurality of rules. 

Fagin teaches that the user interface is further configured to allow a user to 
rank data from the set of analyzed data according to its score after the rules 
engine executes the plurality of rules. (Column 8 Lines 54-47, discloses that the user 
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will create the scoring for each rule therefore the user is the one responsible for the 
ranking of the data) 

Claims 8 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Taylor (US PG Pub 2002/0052882) in view of Hibbets et al (US Patent 5,787,418). 
With respect to claim 8: 

Taylor doesn't appear to explicitly disclose that after executing the plurality of 
rules, allowing a user to sort the analyzed data into buckets according to whether 
or not the data passed specific rules identified by the user. 

Hibbetts teaches that after executing the plurality of rules, allowing a user to 
sort the analyzed data into buckets according to whether or not the data passed 
specific rules identified by the user. (Column 5 Lines 1-13, discloses a user being 
able to sort data into tables by selecting data based on its attributes, this would allow 
the user to have control over the final ranking and sorting of the data therefore making it 
more functional) 

It would be obvious for someone with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement that after 
executing the plurality of rules, allowing a user to sort the analyzed data into 
buckets according to whether or not the data passed specific rules identified by 
the user because this would allow the user to have control over the final ranking and 
sorting of the data therefore making it more functional. 
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With respect to claim 1 1 : 

Taylor doesn't appear to explicitly disclose that after executing the plurality of 
rules, allowing a user to sort the analyzed data into buckets according to whether 
or not the data passed specific rules identified by the user. 

Hibbetts teaches that after executing the plurality of rules, allowing a user to 
sort the analyzed data into buckets according to whether or not the data passed 
specific rules identified by the user. (Column 5 Lines 1-13, discloses a user being 
able to sort data into tables by selecting data based on its attributes; this would allow 
the user to have control over the final ranking and sorting of the data therefore making it 

■ * 

more functional) 

Claim 16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US PG Pub 2002/0052882) in view of Fagin et al (US Patent 6,014,664) and Hibbets et 
al (US Patent 5,787,418). 

With respect to claim 16: 
The combination of Taylor and Fagin discussed above doesn't appear to explicitly 
disclose that the user interface is further configured to, after the rules engine 
executes the plurality of rules, allow a user to sort data from the set of analyzed 
data into buckets according to whether or not the data passed specific rules 
identified by the user. 

Hibbetts teaches that the user interface is further configured to, after the 
rules engine executes the plurality of rules, allow a user to sort data from the set 
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of analyzed data into buckets according to wliether or not the data passed 
specific rules identified by the user. (Column 5 Lines 1-13, discloses a user being 
able to sort data into tables by selecting data based on its attributes, this would allow 
the user to have control over the final ranking and sorting of the data therefore making it 
more functional) 

It would be obvious for someone with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the teachings of the cited references to implement that the user 
interface is further configured to, after the rules engine executes the plurality of 
rules, allow a user to sort data from the set of analyzed data into buckets 
according to whether or not the data passed specific rules identified by the user 
because this would allow the user to have control over the final ranking and sorting of 
the data therefore making it more functional. 

4 

Response to Arguments 

Specification 

The Objection to the abstract is sustained because no new abstract or arguments 
addressing the objection have been submitted. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC 101 
Applicant's arguments state "that claim 13 recites components of a computer 
implemented system and that such components clearly define "structural and 
functional interrelationships"" Examiner respectfully disagrees. While the 
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components do clearly define structural and functional relationships the claim is still 
directed to software per se. According to the claim language a user interface component 
and a rules engine component are read as a program that executes certain actions 
however what is being implemented is a computer system that needs hardware 
components (such as a processor) to be a statutory. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC 103 
With respect to the 35 U.S.C. 102 rejections on claims 1-16, examiner agrees 
with applicant's remarks and has removed the rejection. However upon further 
consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mariela D. Reyes whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1006. The examiner can normally be reached on M - F 7:30- 5:00 East time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Cottingham can be reached on (571) 272-7079. The fax phone 
nunriber for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 



Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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